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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This office action is in response to the petition received 12/17/2004. 

2. Claims 1-14 are pending in the application. Claims 1, 4, 7, 9, 11, 12, and 13 are 
independent claims. 

3. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection of claims 1-12 under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness type double patenting remain pursuant to applicant's arguments. Further, 
claims 1-12 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lu pursuant to 
applicant's amendments. 



Double Patenting 

4. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined 
application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 
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A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned 
with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 

5. Claims 1-14 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1, 2, and 8 of U.S. Patent No. 6, 424,982 
(hereinafter 982'). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because of the following. 
In reference to Independent claim 1, 4, and 14 Vogel 982' discloses: 

A buffer for reading one or more words from the text into the buffer until a break 

character is identified (compare to "a buffer for reading one or more words ") See Vogel 982' 

Claim 1. 

A parser for identifying a phrase contained in the buffer (compare to "parser identifying a 
phrase contained in the buffer...."). See Vogel 982', claim 1. 

Determining the type of break character that follows the identified phrase (compare to 
"means for determining the type of break character that follows the identified phrase. . . ."). See 
Vogel 982', claim 1. 
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A rules database that stores one or more rules to be applied to the piece of text to parse 
the piece of text into key phrases (compare to "determining the type of break character that 
follows the identified phrase and means for saving a key phrase from the buffer based on. . . .". 
See Vogel 982', Claim 8. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have included the "identified" phrase found in the document 
parsing methods of Vogel 982', And processed the "identified phrase" as a key phrase for 
providing a proficient parsing means based on the type of break character. 
In reference to dependent claim 2, 5, Vogel 982' teaches: 

Flushing the buffer when the key phrase is stored in the database or the phrase in the 
buffer is deleted (compare to "means for flushing the buffer when the key phrase is stored in the 
database..."). See Vogel 982', claim 2. 
In reference to dependent claim 3, 6, Vogel 982' teaches: 

Flushing the buffer when the key phrase is stored in the database or the phrase in the 
buffer is deleted (compare to "means for flushing the buffer when the key phrase is stored in the 
database. . . ."). See Vogel 982', claim 2. The reference does not explicitly disclose a retriever for 
retrieving all occurrences of the extracted phrases from the piece of text after the text has been 
parsed; however, the phrase level parsing rules that are selectively applied to the piece of text 
provides a reasonable suggestion of a retrieval of phrases within the text based on rules from a 
rules database. 

In reference to claims 7-12, please refer back to the original rejection found in the non-final 
rejection. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lu et 
al., USPN 5,819,260 filed (1/22/1996). 

In reference to independent claim 1, Lu teaches: 

'a buffer for reading one or more words from the piece of text into the buffer until a 
break character is identified; 

a parser for identifying a phrase contained in the buffer, the phrase being a sequence 
of two or more words in between break characters; ' 

The reference to Lu teaches a method that, given a piece of text, partitions the text into many 
small text chunks. See column 7, lines 55-60. The phrase recognition method as taught by Lu 
provides a reasonable suggestion of evaluating chunks (two or more words) and identifying 
punctuation contained within the text. The reference utilizes memory blocks within the phrase 
recognition system for allowing the text to reside and in turn giving the parser efficient and direct 
access to the chunks of text as similarly performed by a buffer. 

'the parser further comprising means for determining the type of break character that 
follows the identified phrase and means for saving a key phrase fro the buffer based on the 
determined type of break character; 

a database for storing the key foreign language phrases. ' 
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The reference further discloses text parsed into chunks and stop words. See column 4, lines 40- 
67 and column 5, lines 1-15. The parser as taught by Lu locates desirable phrases within the text 
and provides the user an illustration of key terms within the document for efficient lookup by the 
computer. Lu does not explicitly disclose saving a 'key phrase' for use within a document 
parsing system 'based on the determined type of break character'. However, based on the 
specifications broad definition of 'break characters' which includes 'stop words' which are 
disclosed within the reference to Lu. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one or ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have utilized the well known parsing 
techniques taught by Lu for providing a means for determining break characters within phrases 
and saving identified phrases to the memory to further enhance presentation of phrases utilizing 
the memory of a computer. 
In reference to dependent claim 2, 5, Lu teaches: 

If a given phrase occurs less than a given threshold number of times, it is discarded. See 
column 14, lines 53-57. The reference does not explicitly state the utilization of a buffer for 
storing said phrase, however, the memory provides a proficient means for storing text and would 
have given a similar result as the phrase recognition of Lu. 
In reference to dependent claim 3, 6, Lu teaches: 

The enhanced text list illustrates the desired phrases retrieved from memory after the text 
had been parsed. See column 4, lines 65-67 and column 5, lines 1-10. The reference provides a 
reasonable suggestion of retrieving all occurrences of the extracted phrases from the piece of 
text. See column 5, lines 65-67 and column 5, lines 1-10. 
In reference to dependent claim 7, 9, Lu teaches: 
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A method, given a piece of text, partitions the text into many small text chunks. See 
column 7, lines 55-60. The phrase recognition means as taught by Lu provides a reasonable 
suggestion of evaluating chunks (two or more words) and identifying punctuation contained 
within the text. The reference does not explicitly holding a phrase within a buffer, however, the 
reference makes use of specific memory blocks and therefore, it would not preclude the author 
from utilizing said memory for allowing the text to reside within such memory and giving the 
parser efficient and direct access to the chunks of text. 

The reference further discloses text parsed into chunks and stop words. See column 4, 
lines 40-67 and column 5, lines 1-15. The parser as taught by Lu locates desirable phrases within 
the text and provides the user an illustration of key terms within the document for efficient look- 
up by the computer. Lu does not explicitly disclose saving 'key phrase' for use within a document 
parsing system; however, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have utilized similar parsing techniques as taught by Lu for 
providing a means for determining break character within phrases and saving identified phrases 
to the memory because the phrase chunks located by the parsing means of Lu provide a similar 
extraction means to further enhance presentation of phrases utilizing the memory of a computer. 

The enhanced text list illustrates the desired phrases retrieved from memory after the text 
had been parsed. See column 4, lines 65-67 and column 5, lines 1-10. The reference provides a 
reasonable suggestion of retrieving all occurrences of the extracted phrases from the piece of 
text. 
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In reference to dependent claim 8, 10, Lu teaches: 

If a given phrase occurs less than a given threshold number of times it is discarded. See 
column 14, lines 53-57. The reference does not explicitly state the utilization of a buffer for 
storing said phrase, however, the memory provides a proficient means for storing text and would 
have given a similar result as the phrase recognition of Lu. 

In reference to dependent claim 11, 12, 13, and 14, the claims recite similar limitations to 
those of claims 1 and 7. Therefore, the claims are rejected under similar rationale. 



Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 5/26/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues on pages 8 of the amendment that the primary reference to Lu fails to 
teach all limitations of the claim. More specifically, applicant points to the limitation which 
recites 'a means for saving a key phrase from the buffer based on the determined type of break 
character'. Applicant argues that there are different types of break characters and based upon the 
different types of break characters, the word or words may be retained in the buffer or flushed 
from the buffer. In some cases, applicant states, words in the buffer may be simultaneously saved 
to a memory as a phrase. The examiner would like to point out the language of the claim does 
not include any mention of different types of break characters. The examiner is interpreting the 
claim as one specific type of break character would cause the key phrase to be saved. Further, no 
mention is made in the claim of types of characters and flushing or deleting words from the 
buffer. The examiner believes the applicant is presenting arguments which are based on language 
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that cannot be read into the claim, based on the current language found in the claim. As presently 
claimed, the break characters taught in the reference to Lu provide a proficient description of the 
limitation in question based upon the language found in the non-final rejection. More 
specifically, the reference to Lu discloses text parsed into chunks and stop words. See column 4, 
lines 40-67 and column 5, lines 1-15. The parser as taught by Lu locates desirable phrases within 
the text and provides the user an illustration of key terms within the document for efficient look- 
up by the computer. Lu does not explicitly disclose saving a key phrase for use within a 
document parsing system, however, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have utilized similar parsing techniques as taught by Lu for 
providing a means for determining a break character within phrases and saving phrases to 
memory because the phrase chunks located by the parsing means of Lu provide a similar 
extraction means to further enhance presentation of phrases utilizing the memory of a computer. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MATTHEW J. LUDWIG whose telephone number is (571)272- 
4127. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-6:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on 571-272-4124. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Stephen S. Hong/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 
2178 
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